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increase .perceptions of personal control in changing attitudes on nuclear ‘s
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percept[oﬁs of personal control, it d|d not result in an incredse in attitude

_ chan%e. ‘Explanations based on social j‘udgm'ent theories of attitude change

L,
< 2 . . Y
are presented and alternative interpretations are ‘discussed. .
\ , -
- N A}
- » > T a
. < > &
v . (v
[+ - .
e . ’ v
+ A “
. . .
. " l I‘ 3 °
v . .
! '] : . ' .- ]
N . P
‘ A [} ] ¢
! ’ ‘
4 ' -
- oo Fil
: ' ’
-4 L)
b ) * ;I,"‘!
. - - . :
0y \( h v
L
, .
" 3
y .
& , . . : "




........

€

~

. - . o - . Initial position

4

8 Attributional

. ]

Initial Position, Personal Cé
4

Augmentation of Persuasife Cpmmunication
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. on Nuclear Dusarmament !

. | Iv * A . J < . )! . “.
What factors mlght mltugate or enhance th‘{’effe‘aof a persuasive

RN
communlcatlon? ‘Thns quest|on has( Qhallenged both gnal scientists and IaX !

I

/ .
commumcators since the scuentlfuc study of att|tudes begah The several

" volumes from the Yalg communlcatuon and attitude change program (for

example, Hovland,. Janis E Kelley, L1953) were at the time of their publucatlon

thought to have settled most of the |ssu?s but more recent revuews of
l

persuastve communlcatnon suggest that the applause mtght have been

o

. premature (Petty & CaCIOPPO 1981) . lndeed, one of the enduung and

-'perple)ung failures *of attitude change programs is their relative tnablhty to

produce effectlvely either Iong Iasttng change or substantlaT d|sp|acement from

\
[N

|n|t|al position (Zimbardo, Ebbesen; & Maslach, 1977) The tr'aditional

attltude change ptocedure involves presentlng a change target with

' ‘ ~ N, <

informational (and occasuonally emotlonal) appeals made by a credlble source.

Through the years there have been arguments about the effe‘ctlveness of

<

persuasjve communlcat|ons,aand indeed about the relationship'between
expressed attitudes and overt ‘behavior (Ajzen_t,' Fishbein, 1980; Bagozzi ¢

Burnkrant, 1979; Bentler 8. Speckart, 1979; Wicker, nd‘969). Given‘ the

e

relative lack of success achieved by the tradltlonal methods, what is most .
/

surprtsmg is the fact that attttude change procedures derived from oo

alternative theoretlcal positions are generally absent from the literature,

W e -

. o,

.
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.~ that is potentially controversial? Second, wrll an attrlbuttonal manipulation be

 What if the target's initial position on an issue is contrary,‘and Iegut_lmately \

‘ - Initial position
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Based on an attributional analysis of behavior change, an alternative
appyoach present in a study by Miller, .Brlckman & Bolen (1970) attempted to o

modlfy two kinds of ‘behavior among grade school chlldven usmg either a .
' -
tvadltlonal persuastve strategy or an attrlbutuonal |ntevvent|on The KWO

[ 3
.,

behavuovs were - ||tter|ng (the persuasuve attempt tried to veduce classvoom
littering) and performance on tests of mathematical Skl" (the persuasive
attemp-t tried to mcrease-and sustain that performance). An-.eight-day \

program of intervention tried either to produce attitude chanQe (the

Jthaditional approach).or to internalize the personal responsibility felt for

b

su c'essful perfo#hance (the attributional aporoach). Results of the study J
"
showed that the attributional mtervention produced not only a gt'eater amount T
S .
_ ey
of behavior change, but also one that Iasted for a longer perlod of tlme < ‘;;f"ﬂ*_:;

There are, however, three issues left unresolved by the Miller, et al.

(1975) research. _First,, will an attributional intervention prove as effective

on a toplc that is less c'early tted to public social desnablllty? There should
be Itttle reason for a grade school child not to attribute tndmess and ablllty

to the self. But what about an adult’ s personal attributron for anp op!mon

effective for all indivjduals, or will its.contribution te the outcome depend in

prart&'n the target's initial position? Just as all of the social desirability

N 4
constraints in the elemen_tary school world ought to favor tidiness anmd

i
superior academic performance, -so the individual ‘child ought to enter. the
experument with a personal bellef that th‘ése characterlstlcs ane posmve

"

e
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- so, to the position advocated by the mterventnon’ Flnally, because the

-

. attr};utlonal intervention’ ltself rehes so heavily aQn questrons of pwsonal

-

~ | control (lndependent of the attctudlnal content of the persuasive

N | . A i . -0 e
c_ommunlcatlon) wnll lndlwdual differences in- pelsonal control beliefs: lead fto

- L b

differential effectlveness of-an attnbutlonal lnteryentlon'? These three
questions constltute the basis of the present study

For reasons of lnternal valldlty, most attitude change research belgi.ns
wuth a theovetncal question of |mportance and then tests that, questlon uslng
an attutude" of little consequence-to the subject. A familiar example is the B
Festinger & Carlsmlth {1959) forced compliance study, in which the attltude"
supposedly changed was the subject's evaluation of a‘pe‘g;turnlng task_
“specifically designed to be as boring as possible. Recent worl; has attempted
to broaden the area of applicatton, but even here are "atfitudes” 01; minimal
sotial irnpo_rt (for example, see Petty &. Cacioppo, 1979; Regan & t:azio 1977;
“Snyder § Kendizi-erski, 1982) . Althought the selectlon of attltude content {o _
fit the experimental deslgn is the appropnate strategy fo: testlng precise

theoretlcal predictions, it will not provide what is required for the present

work: an mportant and controversial issue on which there is a Iegut‘tmate and.

wide range of opinion. A varlet*y of social issues, _gowever,,do meet these
. E > .
criteria, and three such issues' (women's rights, the. lnsanlty defense, and -

-

nuclear dlsarmament) were examlned in a precursor to the present study

. (Flermng 8 Shaver, 19833 értly because “of the flndlngs of that earller' .

»

study, the attitude .issue chosen for the present research ‘was nuclear

disarmament. . . , - -

-~
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When an attitude issue like nuclear disarmament is controversial, the .
' . : . AL
’ social judgment theory of attitude change (Eiser ¢ Stroebe, 1972; Sherif ¢ , ,

« Hovland, 1961) suggests that the’ tar‘get S lmtlal posttto(\ will affect the N

success of any attempt to produce change through pelsualee ,pommumcatl n.

Such efforts \wll be most effectlve when they are moderately discrepant fro

;r

the target s initial poesition--too far away to be assimilated, yet too close to

N - ) . «r - .

contrasted. In'order to take the target's initial position into account, a _ x
« study of persuasive communication could follew*dne of two general strategies.

. The first of these, more appropriate-for an initial foray into unknown
territory, would measure the initial positions of/potential targets, and then
constitute gv‘oups based on these initial scores, excluding individuals whose

\ ‘ _
attitudes cluster around the neutral point. THhe second strategy would é ‘o .

measure the gtial positio'ns of all subjects who participate in the research ] .
| and th'en-.use those -initial positions as covariates in the final analysis. ,
* ' Because attltudes toward nuclear dtsarmalment‘have received little’ attentlon in
the ||terature (see only Deutsch 1982 Grueneich, Weldon, & Zecker, 1983),

the present stpdy followed the first general strategy : . S \
Takmg an mdlvudual target's posmon into account should mcr:eas‘e the '_I*"r'*‘\.\
accuracy of thXconrhuslons from a study of persuasive: communlcatloni‘ but \
- when the persuasive attempt is augmented by an attrlhutional n]anipulation an
’ v _
adaitiongl individual dlitfference variable rhust be considered: reléva'ht beliefs *
in pev:'sonal control. Attributional mterventnons ha-ve been suggested for ;

L4

wide varlety of socnal,problems (Fraeze Bar Tal, & Carroll, 1979), kut thos'e

g "J'( i
\ - involving change in percetved= personal control are'likely to be the mébst
v ’ " f 4 ) . .\‘

; - B . fb"\\ . | . N . . - . . )- -
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b effective (Eagly, Wood,.{. Chaiken, 1981; Woed & Eagly, 1281; Wortman,

- 1976) . ~Whe’t'~her the problem is 4 ievement”striving in an educa*tio'n'al V/
:“;. . h . \ .

4

'c'ontext‘ (bweck 1945) -or sy _copmg wuth vnctlmlzatwn (Bulman &

»

Wovtman,' 1977) pérceive)d' perbo\nal cdntro] ]eads to effectuve actaon while

_pertewed Iack of such control Iea\ds to a'bqthy Th|s‘empir‘i§al generali,zation -

. o av -

suggests that tar&ets whb already bereve they have some pevsonal oontrol .

o~

: over the ;felevant events WI“ be more suscept%:le to a reinforcing attmbutlonal

manipulation than will targets who belleve that nearly all of the |mportant T
. . L )

events'.in the|r Ilves are beyond personal centrol.
\ B -t L)
In the context of an attltude toward dlsarmament ~ however, there is

more to personal control than just the attributional component. There is also b
an att|tud|naL componeht. The generalization "personal control leads to:

action, lack of control leads to apathy” is a more formal equivalent of the

'. .

typlcal populav-W|sdom explanat|on %or Iack of .public |nvo|vement in crucial
‘gover nment pohcy decnsions My one vote won 't make a dlfference is an,

: almost legendary rationalization for fack of pat'ticipation in the political
. - .

process, and may also provide an explanation for "r)_eptral" attitudes toward

\ important policy questions Why have a strong attitude toward a particular

%4 ) - ¢
~

govev nmental pohcy wnth which you might disagree when you be{xe there s o

o nothln’g thWrsonally, could do to bring about a change in \the policy?

-

A In the case of nuclea_r disarmament, "those potential targets of.persuasive

communication' who are strongly Egosed to dusarmament tend to agree with

2 . . <’

the polncnes of the present admmustratuon, whnle those who favor dlsarmament

would rmost probably feel that theur position recejves vurtually no con"'

-
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‘would the persuasion condition alone. It was also expected that this effect
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in the councils of goverr}n\ent.. Thus_an attributional intervention degigned to .
- . o} : Ct ,. ’ -
_increase perceetions of personal control over goveérnmental decisions might . \

affect not only those perceptions of qontrol but also the resulting’ att|tudes

especua‘Hy an attubutuonal intervention accompanyung a persuasive

-

co;\nmumcatlon.

* In (rdev to investigate tze role of an attvth:on€l intervention in

%\:-
pvoducmg change |n a complex social attitude regarding a (controversial issue,

'
AN ®

this stydy combined an attvlbutlonal change procedure with a persuasive

hd ‘

'communlcatton The former |ncluded numerous examples of instances -in which

_ ) : '
actions of individyal citizens had, indeed, affected governmental policies and .

stvongly suggested that this efficacy could be generahzed to. other isswes.
The persuaslve commumcat!on was, because of local conditions, restrictjS to
w

the prodisarmament position, and in the experimental design it was or not

,accompanied by the attributional manipulation. The targets of ‘influence wege

individuals who had been preselected for havmg either prodlsavmament or
antidisarmament attitudes, and all subjects were given a measure of their
{ “

beliefs in personal control over governmental policies derlved from Collms

(1974) factor anaIyS|s of the Rotter (1966) Internal- -External Locus of Contvol

TGN

Scale. Specuflcaliy, it was p;‘dlcted that the comblned personal

efficacy/persuasion condition would prod.uce greater attitude change than

~

~ ¥

W
would because of the d|rect|on of the persuasive attempt be greater among

,

|n|t|ally prodlsarmament subjects than among initially ant|d|sarmament subJects.

. ?

Fmally, it was antlcupated that the effectlveness of the procedures would be. .

L} .~ N *



. beliefs ln personal controt being affected by the change procedules to a

© greater extent than those subjects  who possessed virtually no .initials, | T

southeastern state university, selected from an ipitial field of

Initiafl position

9

. - o ., . . 7 v
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e

related o initial beliefs in personal contrgl, with’ those subJects havmg strong

&
<.

expectation that their actions would affect government policies.
- . ¥

| Method —
. » - l & »
Subjects g . o ¢
Seventeen male and 39 female undergraduate students at¥ small . - -
¢ - > ’

06 students ""' .
a4 4

served as subjects and all, recéived course credit for their paltlclpatlon / The v
56 subJects were select}ad on the basis of scores -on a four |tem nuclear N

dlsarmament attitude pretest administered as part of -an earller study The, -'"

~

four items comprising the attltude measure were tal?,en from an omgunal gtoup
¥ . _'.‘ 24 . . -
of seven nuclear disarmament attitude questmns used In ﬁrevuous research

(Flemmg 8 Shaver, 1983) that assessed the relat)mshlp‘b vxfeg attltudes on > ./
several sdcw‘l issues (including nuclear drsarmament) and‘ ollms (1Q74) |
subscales' of the I- E Locus of Control scale (Rotter, 1966) .

» ) vy, ' T
In 'thét research it ‘was found that<'t‘h'ese four items (a) had significant

4

ot

" part- whole correlations wuth one another as well as. a sugnlflcant average

/|ntercorrelat|on (r(206) 44 B< Ol) (b) clustered together on then own

-

separate factor when the 63 attltu)le and |-E scale items were factor- analyzed .

and (c) were uncorrelated with any other attltuﬂe/or I-E subscale when _-

-

univariate and canonical correlatlonal procedures were applled In addition,

. [\

mspectlon of the means anld standard deviations for each of these items

|nd|cated ﬁ\at the full spectrum of posstble -responses to each questlon had

. ' . . .
N : . “

» - .
N - - o . . - LY
f " N . . - h
-
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been used by the su jects in the ea

Nidy ! These results, when taken

together, suggested that although the clear disarmament ma’ be

multi-dimensional in:nature, these items 4 prgvide an adequate measure
i ‘ - v

C o for samp'ling attitudes on the issue.

. ‘ - o
Each of yhe four ((lkert fo:mat attitude pre¥fest items was scored so that

/ .

higher score reflec&ed a greater degree of plO disarmament sentiment.
' -7 P .
Scores on the four item$ were then summed for each subject, yleldlng a rr\{(ge .

ot

of disarmament attitudes scores from a minimum of four to a maximum of 28 _ v,
for all 206 .subjects. Because the purpose of the experimental manipulation.
was to. attempt to move attltudes m the pro dlsarmament dnectlon to avoid
ceuhng effects 35 subJects scdrlng greater than 24 on’ the att|tude measure
were dropped from further participation. The 173 remaining sub;ects were
dlwdedmnto upper (pro- dlsarmament) middle and |ower (anti- dlsarmament) \
thlrds Fmally, 27 subjects from the pro“dusarmament group (range-= 19 to
23,-mean attitude score = 21.33) and 29 from the anti- disarmament group _ '
(range T 4 to 14 mean attNude score = 10.14) were randomly selected to

participate in the pres{th/ research.

Materials Lo S ~ - .

~ Video-taped mannp%latlons Two* Iectures one advocatlng nuclear

]

dls{ﬁmament and the other des:gned to{&nhance a belief in personal political )

. efflcacy, were prepared and recorded on videotape for use as the

experimental manipulations. Both were presented by a faﬁulty member in the

A

Department of - Rellglon sponsor of the campus’ Nucfear Dlsarmament Study

Ggoup and an outspoken proponent of nuclear dlsarmament who volunteered
A Y

y




-action. The let! dte presented exagwples of successful eltlzen lobbylng for :

“same two-hour session.

) _- . ' u . . ) N - \
to participaté in the’research.’ BT

The pro-‘disarmament lecture attemptéd to persuade the audien&e of the .

need for. a’ reapp}alsal of thls coun{ry s pollcles regardlng nuclear weapons,

—manufacture and deployment in llght of the potentlal for human error,

~ l_;k’

addltlon the Iecture dlS'CUSS‘ed the enormous costs both economlc and J P

_ \ e
mechamcal malfunctlon or mlscalc%tlon in startmg a nuclear~ war/l‘l{n -

' "5%‘ 7

emotional, that are mcun‘red |n an annl ‘race. v | -12 ‘\
Py . - : R - T Y,
The personal eﬂflcacy presentatlon tried to convmce the audlence ‘that L
- '\ = .
they could lnde vd, effect changes n government pOlle through cutvzen o -
S

»

legislation such as that which banﬁed e use of the pestlclde DDT and red \
dye #2, the outcry over abuses of executlve power that result,ed in the R

t
Watergate mvestlgatlons and the results of the publ|c outrage over- ,
S 0N ¥
Congressional exceSses such as those' concernlng the Hart@ate Office
, . . ]

- ;

Building. . . _
. To ensure that b'oth tapes were identical in all aspects other than - O

o
'-% »

message tontent both “recordings were made on black and white videotape
from the same camera angle (head- on/medlum shot) Prior*o the actual- . M y

recording session, both scrlpts were matched for length and edlted to

q~> W

_eliminate content overlap. Flnally, all taping was accomplished- du_ring the" ‘_ - e

»

_ ‘”.‘u""
Dependent varlable guestlonnalre After hearmg the persuasive

z

communlcatlon(s) sub)ects completed a questionnaire that mcluded among

other thlngs, the eught |tems from Colllns (1974) Belief in a Polltlcally - @E f{

- - - K

_ : & - Yoo : .
. . . ‘ - - TR
- . ¢ - . R
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v . o Responsnve?’Unresponslve World I- E subscale, and the seven nuclear v
. ?

dlsarmament atti€ude iems from Flemlng 8 Shaver (1983) L - : -
*i_\,-_lgﬂ'@_eé_u_l;ﬁ o Y ~

Subjects were randoml‘yﬁaSsigned to one of six exoeriment'al gioups run
2 ¢ e 3 ! s -
over the course of }Wo days. A‘t each session, the research was descrubed as

/ ' a study of the effects -of sotial’ |ssues on voting behawor and -each. subyect '

s was . asked to view one of the videotaped bcesentatuons and to complete the

> »

questlonnalre After the |n|t|al mstructuons, subjects were randomly assugned
[}

S ‘ to one of the two treatment condlt’lons " Thus, the overall design crossed two
? '. L. ] ~ . .. ‘-~
levels of persuasnve presentatlon (pro- disarmament alone combined pro— .
RE $
dlsarmament/personal 5ff|cacy) w1th’, two “levels of nuclear dlsarmament

- B

' i\ attltudes \(pro d|sarmament anti- dlsarmament) with repeated measures on the

last factor :
. n » X

L5 ._ o " The incida ) the W.ashington Monument .+ One of the hazards mherent

-

- -

S in research on s’o'ma'l |ssues is the potential for u)ncontrollable world events to
v, . interfere wuth the bestd'a'ld experlmentéal plans. Coanctdentally,QJst such an

A | event occurred on the first day of the study when Norman Mayer Va nuclear
dlsarlnament activist, held the Washmgton Monument hostag,e-—threatenung ‘to

blow |t up unless the Umted States government took drastuc steps tioward S

- 3 *

i nuclear arms _reductlon. Consudermg..a.the 'posmble impact such an event might ;

i
. \ S .
° s

have attltudes toward huclear dlsarmament we decided to/ask subjects durmg

Y 1

the debrlefmg sessmns whether they were aware that the incident 'had

occurred. Ofwthe 56§subjects, 38 said that they had: heard about the

- i

t | mcudent bl.(t a betwe%n groups analysus of variance revealed no significant | _ \,

P

..

° 1.
Y . ) N .
- . LY

e
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differential effect’s resulti}tg.from knowledge of the incident, “TF(1,54) < 1

) ’
i » . : s . r -
to n.s.).” ) : ‘ _ -

. : L ) »
"\ a * Following the debrtefing session, subjects were thanked for their

i
<

participation and excused. . 5 ' :
- ) . . - R )
‘s = Results

None of the results reported below differed significantly as a result of

sex differences. Consequently, sex differences were not mcluded in these
s

analyses, Sub)ects Jinitial and post manlpulatlon resp))nses to the pollflcal
L

-umesponsuveness subscale items and the nuclear. dlsarmament attitude items

4

‘ were- scored so that a hlgher score reflected: either a greater bellef in the ST

polltlcal unresponsweness of the system (for the polltlcal unresponsnveness _
i : T )
t L
subscale items) or a greater favorablloty toward nuclear disarmament (for the

nuclear dtarmament attitude items), Because the remaining post-manipulation ~ > A
: . 4 Y
items were not used in the present analyses, they were not scored. Finally, *

I3

: aggregate polmcal unresponstveness subscale and nucleara disarmament attitude
I - T~
 scale scores were calculated for each sub)ect Th@ nuclear disarmament

a"f’:g‘tude items and the political unrésponsiveness subscale items, and their

N - ©

Y . . )

Insert Table 1 about here

scoring keys are presented in Table 1.

9
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_unresponsiveness beliefs (one-tape' M = 29. 84, two-tape M = 32.29)., F(1,52) <
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As expected, pro-disarmament subje_cts.reported _significa'ntly more

favorable initial attitudes toward disarmament (M = 21.33) than their anti-

‘diszu'mament counterparts (M = 10.14), F(1,52) = 129.55, p< .001. In

13 3 3 . 3 . \ . " - .
addition, analyses of variance revealed no significant dafferences between

treatment conditions in either attitudes toward nuclear disarmament (one tape

M 15..16, two tape M = 15, 84) F(1,52)‘ <1, m.3., or political

S SRR L

The attributional manipulatiorr

LY

Our first task, of. course, was to assess the effectiveness of the
attrlbutuonal presentataon lq altermg 'subjects’ political - unresponsweness
beliefs. Although, the polltlcal unresponsweness subscale scores for all
subjects tended to.decrease over the course of the experlment 2 F(1 92) =
23.51, p< .001, subjects in the comblned attrlbutlonal/pro dlsarmament
presentatlon condition showed a greater overall increase in then beliefs in -
personal pohtlcal efflcacy (net change = -7 81) than those in the smgle pro-
disarmament presentation condition (net change -3.08), F(1 52) = 4.47, p<
.05, indicating that the attr|but|onal presentatlon had succeeded in enhancmg

\, .

a belief in personal political efficacy. \ . L o

\

The pro-disarmament attitude manipulation y

\
The major ob)ectlve of the present stlﬁ‘y was to COmpare the

effectiveness of two alternatlve attutl%:de change strategies—-a ’tradltlonal
perfaasuve strategy and a combmed attrlbutuonal/persuasuve strategy--m .

alterlng attitudes toward nuclear dusarmament It was preducted that attltude

-

A
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change would" be greater among the subfjects who viewed the co;nbined A
presentation than among subjects who viewed onty the pro—disarmament |
presentation. Add|t|onally, it was prédicted that thig- effect would be greater
among initially pro-disarmament subje(?ts than an‘ng %mtlally anti- dlsarmament

subjects Unfortunately, our results falled to support these predlctlons

\ " >

Although all subjects’ disarmament attltudes~tended to become more favorable

toward disarmament over the tourse of the study F(1 52) = 11.93, E< .01, a .-_ :

repeated measures analysis of var‘nance revealed no dlfferentnal attutude change
»

as a result of the attrlbutlonal manipulation F(1 52) < 1, n.s. Inst_.ead, the
-7 ’ .

pro-disarmament subjects evidenced Iittle or no'net change regardless of the

treatment condition (net change = +.08) while the anti- disarmament subjects
L 4 v

moved significantly in the pro- dlsa}'mament dnectlon (net change =~*4.03),-
F(1,52) =10.62, p< .01. The nuclear disarmament attitude scale cell means

ot

and the net attitude scale changes for each attitude group by treatment

Insert Table 2 about here ) L

?

. : cond|t|on are shown in Table 2

Finally, we expected the effectiveness qf our persuasive ﬁ’.rocedures to
,/
. . ‘be related to initial behéfs in personal control In order to test this
.‘, Y R __ \
predlctlon subjects were dlwded at the midpount (32) on the poI|t|cal L

unresponsuvene-ss ‘subscale. The two resultmg groups (hlgh and low bellef |n

personal controﬁ were used as a two level independent vamable in an analysns

{

+ of Variance., Contrary to our predlctlons, subjects with hlgh bellefs in _ '
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personal control_ showed less net attitude change (net change = *1'35) than

/

subjects who believed that their effo:ts would go unheeded (net change

+3. 32) although _ the difference between these two groups was only marginal,
F(1,54) 5 2.33, p < .13).
Discussion o

I_»Th.e present r:esults_ indiciié that although our attributional m;wﬁpulation
was quite effective in alteriné personal control beliefs, such enhanced beliefs Ry
did little to amplify changes m attutudes on nucI:ar disarmament.

At least in, the. ptesentXcontext issues of personal control (as measuﬂed
'by Colllns (1974) Bellef in a- Politically Unresponsive World subscale) appeat

Ls

to have Iuttle to do with the strength of a*n |nd|v,|dua| s attitude on an issue .
(such as nuclear dlsarmament) or the" subsequent attltude change due to a
persuasive communication, Instead the best interpretation of the attitude
change findings from the present research is provided by social judgment .
" theories on.ttltude change (Eiser & Stroebe, 1972 Sherif & Hovland, 1961)
Accordlng to social judgment theory, persuasuve communucatlons that are

fn line with a subject s own position (within the subject's latttude of !

- acceptance) will be assnmllated with no resultant attltude change a prediction
. substantlated by’%the present results f,#»on the ‘other hand,. the persu~asive
-Q: L J:ommunlcatlon is moderately dlscrepant‘mth the subject's posltlon (it falls .

within the subject's Iatltude of noncommutment), significant attttude change
can gesult. Apparently, our persuaslve commu hication fell wuthln this Iatutude
- T of noncommltment for the ma)orlty of our a |-d|sarmament subjects, with few

subjects showing the contrast effects pre_ducted by the theory when a

A \ i . . A
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‘ counter-attitudinal position is advocated. In short, -whether or not attitude

- b

change resulted from -the pro-disarmament presentation depended on the
" subject’s initidl position on the issue. While there are several possible

reasons for a failure to reject the null hypothesis, mcludlng conceptual

-~

procedural and statlstncal shortcommgs the present fmdmgs suggest the

bl

¢ )

possibility of an alternative mt-erpretatuon

I Thgse of us who study attltudes ahd attitude change do so paytly out of

»
an appreciation for the tremendous role that attltudes (and the ways in which
\

N _
they can be formed or altered) play in shaping and guldmg socual pollcy : >
-, The concerns that motivated the present resealch deal specifically, wnth the

role that personal efflcacy might play in issues over which the average
)

individual can exercise no direct action, but must instead rely on the actigns
) 'i_
Qf.otﬁers, ultimately to influence,sobial policy. The results from the present

e : study suggest a’ reexamlnatuon of current social psychologlcal theory
: L 2

regarding the re-latuonship between beliefs in personal ‘control and attitudes on

imoortant social issues.

Previous research on t-he attribution of personal control has genelally
been restr)cted to two classes of events: 1) those over which the mdlvndual is
actually able fo exercise dnr,_ect control, and 2) those that are actually | | .
deterniined by chance -but over which the individual maintains .a’rll illusion of
. +
control (Henslin, 1967§Jenkins & Wakd, 1965; Langer, 1975; Strickland,

Lewicke, & Katz, 1966: Wortman, 1975). 'BOth ‘classes, hoWever,‘cohcern
events that are proximal to the subject. Distant events (i.e. events over ,

~which the individual can only exert influence on a 'middleman’ who is
. ! ’ - -

-
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. responsible for effectlr'g the change) have vecelved little attentuon in the .

-

||tevature leew1se where att‘nbutuonal mterventlons have Proven effectlve

(_e.g. Mifler, et al., 1975; milson & Lin\‘ille, 1982), the behavior of interest
* -

. A - T o .
r was under the, direct control of the subjects in the experiment.

Agatn the fmdlng that the attrlbuttonal mannpulatton used hefe was _ §
| effectlve in enhanclng subje,ctso judgments of thelr own personal efflcjacy

(despite the fact that such enhancement did Ilttle to alter attitudes on nuclear:

A}

~

dlsarmament) when taken alone is lntrtgumg If relevant beliefs in pevsonal

control can effectively be alteved without any change in issue- velevant ' .

e i o
attltudes then two explanatlons seem plausnble First, one might be tempted .

to conclude that issues of. personal control bear little import on'agtitudes e

L, . - ) . N
‘concerning’ important social issues. The 'Ilterature previously cjted suggests
«

that this is pirobably not the casé. Instead, one is left with the poss|b|hty

that bellefs in personal ‘cohtrol are relevant only for, those issues over which

¥
ks ) L §

the individual can exercise direct control, and not for those issues over

WhICh the |nd|v1dual can exercise influence that |s less than direct (&‘uch as X
’ IJ

that typncally found in American democratlc government) After all, we as
- > .
. citizens rarely effect social change |nd|v1dually Rather a risiné tide of

sentiment within society mfluences those in power to produce the approprlate ,

~

L

4 | ) legislation. This type of efflcaa usually requires concerted and unified
duals It must bg well organized and often

action by large numbers of indi

requires a consklderable%mount of tlme to reach frwtion we must often

. content ourselves w1th-"the'_-.i:know]edge that we may never see the fruits. Of,,OU,l‘

-~
N -

labors. e ., . : ,

A Y
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i
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In sum, the role of beliefs in personal control in attitude change is a \
- complex problem. Current views of/ersonal effncacy may err on . the side of
o over simplification. Beliefs in my own ability to influence outcqmes may be R

applicable for the vast majority of issues. that bear dlrectly on me “and over )
. \

Whrlch | can exercise dn'ect control Complex issues in which a mlddleman L

must Wwtervene to effect change, however, present &4 more challenging ‘ -

- ) . -

. probl'eni; ‘Undou'b.tedly, my beliefs in my own efficacy will influence the.

-

extent -to which | Wjll beco(ne involved in political activities,” but the extent to

which they mfluen,ce the strength off myrattltudes on complex social iSsues. .
- - } A . . ,
deserves further attention. .o
. . .. A .
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Table 1.
——— tontent'o_f Collins’ (1974) Belief in a _ _ T )

Pol, tncally Responslve/Unresponsuve World%ubscale and

Nuclear Dlsarmament Attltude Items o . C .

N - . ) .

: _Codea/K_ey Conteht : ) .
R ‘ - | - ) ’ ~ '
; PR'I (-) One of the major. reasons why we have wars .is because people doh't .Y
~ SR take enough intergsf« in pohtucs T CooTme “-’ T
- '3PR2--. (*) This world is run by the few in ;:>ower, and t;h’ere i\s not much the .
c N © . little guy can dq about it. : \ v .

PR3 (-) The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions

&

PR4 (+) As far as world affairs are concenned, most of ‘us are the victims - o
. - . » ) ) . ’ . ' ' 4
of <forces we can neither control nor understa ' -
' ) o . . ’
PRS (-)- By takmg an active part in pohtlcal ‘and social -affaTrs the people
/ v . '
: .o \. LN B
can contrdl world events. ~ o . ~f .
“ 3 R Y \d
. PR6 (*+) It is difficult for most people to, have much contro) over the ings
' pOlIthlans do in office; ' . ~ L
PR7 - (-) With enoijg;h effort we can wipe -out political. ‘corrUpti‘on. . C

PR8 (- ) In the fong run ‘the Qeople are responslble for bad government on *

. _ ‘ . a natlonal as well as on a local level-

. . v . ~
. i s - .

*ND1 () We need to have a strong nuclear arsenal to insure. ouf own

é : securlty agalnsﬁother countrles who possess nuclear weapons -

4l
>
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“ﬁ\ .
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i ‘ - ND2 (_~) If it were up to me, 1'd spend more money on a strong military
S . including more advanced nuclear weapops. | ' -
! | © ND3 (*) "1 think that the defense budget is too high. - B -~
ND4 (*) The reason why nuclear weapons are still around is that there has
- . hot been enough concentrated effort made by the people to eliminate-
them.
. o . £
> g‘ ‘ . x -—
Collms (1974) Belief in a Politically Responswe/Unresponsuve World subscale
e ﬁems are- coded (PR) “the'nuclear” disarmament attitude ‘items are coded (ND). - =
i - bOn each scaleﬂ'a (*)-ke:yed item was scg*ed so that strong agreement 7; a
v (- ) kmned item was scored so /that strong disagreement = 7.’
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Table 2 _ -
\ ) .
Initial and Final Cell Means for the '
Nuclear Disarmament- Attitude Scale a
. - -
Time Pro-disarmament Anti-disarmament
© of o
_ _ ®
- Measurement 1 Tape 2 ?apes 1 Tape 2 Tapes s
_ ‘ | : ]
T coschnitial e e 217512). 21700 (15) 7 9,08 (13) T T1L00 (IB) T
g . Final 22.2‘.5 ' 20.73 12.77 15.31, )
Net Change + .50 - 27 . 369 4 431 -
Note: Numbers in parentheses are all cell n.
‘ w
: . ‘ N
' .



